Append1x 8-C
Guidance on Widths of Buffers and Ratlos for

. Compensatory Mitigation for Use with the |
.f Western Washmgton Wetland Ratmg System

8C 1 Introductlon

This appendlx provides guidance on widths of buffers ratios for compensatory
mitigation, and other measures for protecting wetlands that are linked to the Washington -
- State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington-Revised (Hruby 2004b). Refer to
Appendix 8-D for guidance for eastern Washmgton Appendices 8-C through 8-F have
been formatted similar to the main text of this volume (1 e. w1th a numbermg system) to
help with organization. : :

The tables below list the recommended mdths of buffers for various altematrves _
examples of measures to minimize 1mpacts and ratios for compensatory mitigation.

» Table 8C-1. Width of buffers needed to proteet wetlands in western Washmgton
if impacts from land use and wetland functions are NOT mcorporated (Buffer.
Alternative 1). [Page 4] ' S

. Table 8C-2. Width of buffers based on wetland category and modlﬁed by the

intensity of the impacts from changes n proposed land use (Buffer A]tematxve 2)
[Page 5] : L :

. -Table 8C-3 Types of land uses that can result in hlgh moderate and low Ievels
of impacts to adjacent wetlands: (used in Buffer Alternatlves 2 and 3). {Page 5]

s Table 8C-4. Width of buffers nceded to proteet Category IV wetlands in western -
Washmgton (Buffer Alternative 3). [Page 6]

L Table 8C-5. Width of buffers needed 10 protect Category I wetlands m western
' Washmgton (Buffer Alternative 3). [Page 6] ' :

e Table 8C-6. W]dth of buffers needed to proteet Category I wetlands 1n western
Washmgton {Buffer Alternative 3). {Page 71. :

e« Table 8C-7. Width of buffers needed to protect Category I wetlands in westem
Washington (Buffer Alternative 3). [Page 8]

 Table 8C-8. Examples of measures to minimize impacts to wetlands from
' different types of activities. [Page 10}
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e Table 8C-9. Comparison of recommended buffer widths for high intensity land
uses between Alternative 3 (stép-wise scale) and Alternative 3A (graduated scale)
based on score for habitat functlons [Page 14]

o Table 8Cu10 Companson of recommended w1dths for buffers between
Alternative 3.and Alternative 3A for pr0p0sed land uses with hlgh impacts with
mmgat}on for nnpacts [Page 15]

. Table $C-11. Mxtlgatlon ratios for proj ects in western Washmgton [Page 21]

The guidance in this appendix can be used in devel(')ping regulations such as critical areas

ordinances for protecting and managing the functions and values of wetlarids.. The

- recommendations are based on the analysis of the current scientific literature found in
Volume 1. The detailed ratlonale for the recommendations is pr0v1ded in Appendlces 8-

E and 8-F. c - : - =

I appfonch

| 8C.2 Wldths of Buffers

Requmng buffers of a speelﬁc width has been one of the. pnmary methods by which local
jurisdictions in Washmgt_on have protected the functions and values of wetlands.
“Generally, buffers arc the uplands adjacent to an aquatic resource that can, through
- various physical, chemical, and biological processes, reduce impacts to wetlands from
adjacent land uses. Theé physical characteristics of buffers’ (e.g., slope, soils, vegetation,
and width) determine how well buffers reduce the adverse impacts of human - :
development. These characteristics are discussed in detail in Chapter 5, Volume 1.,

In addition to reducing the impacts of adjacent Iand uses; buffers also protect and-
‘maintain a wide variety of functions and values provided by wetlands. For example
_ buffers can provide the terrestiial habitats needed by many spec1es of Wﬂdhfe that use
wetlands to meet some of their needs.

The review of the scientific literature has shown, however, that buffers alone cannot

~ adequately protect all functions that a wetland performs. Additional guidance is,
therefore, provided on other ways in which wetlands can be managed and regulated to

‘provide some of the necessary protection that buffers alone do not: prov1de The
following guidance for protecting the functions and values of wetlands is based on their
category as determined through the rating system for western Washington. .
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will remain relatively und;

‘Three alternatives for protecting the functions of wetlands-using buffers are described in
the following sections: '

» Buffer Alternative 1. Width based only on wetland category.

- * Buffer Alternative 2. Width based on wetland category and the intensity of
. impacts from proposed changes in land use. © o ' '
* Buffer Alternative 3. Width based on wetland category, intensity of impacts,
and wetland functions or special characteristics. This alternative has two options -
for determining the widths of buffers when they are based on the score for habitat.
Alternative 3 provides three buffer widths based on habitat scores, while
Alternative 3A provides a graduated scale of widths for buffers based o habitat -
SCOres. -

The buffer widths rcdommended for each alternative were based on the review of
scientific information in Volume 1. The guidance in this appendix synthesizes the
information about the types and sizes of buffers needed to protect the functions and.

~ . special characteristics of wetlands.
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buffer w1dth is’ set at 50 feet rather than 15 Irteters

' ~ wetland, is the 31mplest (Table 8C-1). The width recommended for each: category of

8C.2. 1 Buffer Alternative 1: Wldth Based Only on Wetland
Category

This alternative, m whleh the width of buffers is based only on the category of thc

wetland in Alternative 1 is the widest recommended for that category n both Alternatives
2 and 3 (discussed below). Alternative 1 provides the least flexibility because many
different types of wetlands and types of human impacts are combined. For example, not
all wetlands that fall into Category I or II need a 300-foot buffer. If no distinctions are
made between the wetlands that fall into Category I or II, all wetlands that fall into. the_se
categories have to be protected with a 300-foot buffer so adequate protection is provided
for those wetlands that do need a buffer this wide. Also, the widths recommended for -
this alternative are those needed to protect the wetland from proposed land uses that have
the greatest 1mpacts sincé no distinctions between impacts are made. R

Table 8C-1. Width of buffers needed to protect wetlands in western Washmgton if
impacts from land use and wetland functions are NOT- mcorporate__d (Buffer
Alternative 1).

Category of Wetland ths of Bu
v | 501t

it 1501t
A e 300t

1 ' 3001t

8C.2.2 Buffer Alternative 2: Width Based on Wetland
~ Category and Modified by the Intensxty of the Impacts
- from Proposed Land Use |

The second alternative iricreases the regulatory flexibility by including the concept that i
not all proposed changes in land uses have the same tevel of impact (T able 8C-2). For ‘
example, one new residence being built on 5 acres of land near a wetland is expected to”
have a smaller impact than 20 houses built on the same 5 acres. Three categories of -

. impacts from proposed land uses are outlined: land uses that can create high impacts,
moderate impacts, and low impacts to wetlands. leferent land uses that can cause: these '
levels of 1mpacts are 11sted 1 Table 8C-3
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Table 8C-2. Wldﬂ‘l of buffers needed to protect wetlands in western Washmgton
cans1dermg :mpacts of proposed land uses (Buffer Altematlve 2)

ol Land Useé with
B qu:'.__; npact * . - .|

Voo 25 fi . A0ft

Category Wetla:"“ i

T T T Y
o . 150t | 225t
I ST 150 ft L. 2254t 300t

* See Table 8C- 3 below for types of ]and uses that can'result in low, moderate,.ahd'high impacts to
wetlands. - :

Table 8C-3. Types of proposed land use that can result in high, moderate, and low .
levels of i 1mpacts to adjacent wetlands. =E SR

High. = = ‘| .» - Commercial

* Urban
e Industria)

e Institutional
1= Retail sales .
. 'Residential {more than 1 umt/acre)

td

: . ‘= Conversion to high-intensity agncu]ture (dames nurseries, greenhouses
growing and harvesting crops requiring annual tilhng and ralsmg and
maintaining animals, etc.) ‘

. ngh-mtensuy recreation’ (golf courses, ball fields, etc)
*  Hobby farms

Moderate ..~ . | * Residential (1 unit/acre or ]ess) ,

o e Moderate-mtensﬂy open space (parks with blklng, jogging, etc.)

¢ Conversion to moderate- -intensity agnculture (orchards, hay fields, etc )
“| ¢ -Paved trails

~* - Building of logging roads

s .Utility corridor or right-of-way shared by several utilities and including
access/maintenance road ’

Low . |+ Forestry {cutting of trees only)

-&  Low-intensity open space (hlkmg, blrd-watchmg, preservatxon of natural
Tesources, etc.)

. Unpaved trails - ' , : >
»  Utility corridor without a maintenance road and iittle or no vegetation *
Thanagement.

* Local governments are encouraged to create land-use designations for zoning that are consistent with
these exampIes ' - '
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8C.2.3 Buffer Alternative 3: Width Based on Wetland
Category, Intensity of Impacts, Wetland Functions, or
Spemal Characterlstlcs

The third alternative provides the most flexibility by basing the widths of buffers on three
factors:. the wetland category, the intensity of the impacts (as used in Altémative 2), and
the functions or special characteristics of the wetland that need to be protected as
determined through the rating system. . The recommended widths for buffers are shown in
Tables 8C-4 to 8C-7. Using this alternative, a wetland may fall into more than one
category in the table. For example, an interdunal wetland may be rated a Category IiI
wetland because it is an isolated interdunal wetland, but it may be rated a Category II

- wetland based on its score for functions.

.;If a weﬂand meets more than; ‘ne o

Table 8C-4. ‘ Width of buffers needed to protect Category IV wetlands in western
Washington (Buifer Alternative 3 for wetlands sconng less than 30 pomts for all

functlons)

Wetland Char;igiefiSfii:{;s;;' B

Measures Recommended .|

Score for all 3 basic’
functions is less than 30
points

1 Low-251t

Moderate - 40 ft
High— 50 ft

‘| No recommendations at this time'

Table 8C-5. Width of buffers needed to protect Category ITI wetlands in western
Washington (Buffer Alternative 3 for wetlands scoring 30 — 50 pomts for all functlons)

Wet[and Characterlstlcs

;Bu]‘fer Wldths by Impact of
‘ .Propose_ Land Use

Moderate level of functionA

. Low - 75 ft No recommendations at this time"
for habitat (score for Moderate — 110 it
habitat 20 - 28 points) High~ 150 ¢
Not meeting above Low - 40 ft | No recommendations at this time"
characteristic Moderate — 60 ft ’

High - 80 ft

! No information on other measures for protechbn was available at the time this document was written.
The Washington State Department of Ecology will continue to collect new information for future updates

to this document
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Table 8C-6 Wldth ol‘ buffers needed to protect Category II wetlands in western
Washington (Buffer Alternative 3 for wetlands scoring 51-69 points for all ﬁmcnons or
having the “Special Charactenshcs” identified in the’ ratmg system) A

Wetland Characterl tics

High level of function for
‘habitat (score for habitat
29 - 36 points)

Low - 150 ft

Moderate — 225 fi
‘High - 300 ft*

“Maintain connections to other habitat
areas

20-28 pomts)

Moderate level of function .
for habitat (score for habitat

Low-75ft -
Moderate — 110 ft

No recommendations at this time?

‘High—150ft
‘High level of function for | Low - 50 fi No additional surface dlscharges of
water quality improvement | Moderate— 75 ft ‘untreated nmoff -
and low for habitat {score - . : :
for water quality 24 -32.. | High-100ft
points; habitat less than 20 '
points) ' o L _ _
Estuarine Low - 75 fi Neo recommendations at this time?
Moderate - 110 ft '
_ _ | High— 150 ft _ , _
Interdunal Low-751f1 No r:eeommendationsat this ﬁme_i. '

‘Moderate — 110 ft

High—150ft. -

Not'meeting above
characteristics

Low - 50 ft

.} Moderate - 75 ft
'H1gh ]00 fi

| No recommendations at this time®

* Flﬂy of the 122 wetlands used to calibrate the ratin
Of these 50, only five (10%) would require 300
The maximum buffer width for the remammg 4

-foot buffers to protect them from high-impact land uses.
5 wetlands would be 150 feet : :

g system for westem. Washmgton were Category 1L

? See footnote on the previous page.
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Table 8C-7. Wldth of buffers needed to protect Category I wetlands in westem, :
Washington (Buffer AItematlve 3 for We_tlands scoring 70 points or more for all
functions or having the “Special Characteristics” identified in the rating system).

Natura] Heritage Wetlands | Low - 125 ft

Moderate — 190 ft
High — 250 ft

| No additional surface discharges to

wetland or its tributaries
No septic systems within 300 ft of

- wetland
. - L | Restore degraded parts of buffer _
Begs Low-125ft No additional surface discharges to
Moderate — 190 ft - wetland or its tributaries
High— 250 ft . Restore degraded parts of buffer
| Forested Birffer width to be basedon If forested wetland scores high for
score for habitat functions or habitat, need to maintain :
water quality functions * connections to other habitat areas |
' Restore degraded parts of buffer
Estuarine Low - 100 ft

Moderate — 150 ft

| High- 200 ft -

| No recommendations at this time”.

Wetlands in Coastal

Low - 1004t

No recommendations at this time”.

habitat (score for habitat 29
-36points)

Lagoons “Moderate —150 ft
_ High — 200 ft .
‘High level ef function for | Lew— 150 ft Maintain connectlons to other habitat

Moderate' — 225 ft

High — 300 ft

‘areas
Restore degraded parts of buffer

Moderate level o.f function

20 - 28 points)

for habitat (score for habitat

Low—"75ft

‘Moderate— 110 ft

No recommendanons at this time®

—~
S

High—- 1501t . .
- High level of function for Low—50ft No additional surface discharges of
water quality improvement | Moderate - 75 ft untreated runoff o
-(24 — 32 points) and low for .
habitat-(less than 20 points) ngh 100 1t
Not meeting any of the Low — 50 ft No recommendations at this time®
above characteristics Moderate — 75 ft : '
High - 100 ft
- . % See footnote on page 6.
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8C.2.4 Spééial Conditions for a Possible Reduction in B’u_ffer-
Widths o o

' 8(_3..2.4'.'1 Cond.i.tion 1: Reduction in Buffer Width Bas’ed on
Reducing the Intensity of Impacts from Proposed Land
Uses | | o

The buffer widths recommended for proposed land uses with highmihtensity impacts to
wetlands can be reduced to those recommended for moderate-intensity impacts under the
following conditions: : g ' ' '

» Forwetlands that score moderate: or high for habitat (20 jaoiﬁts or more for the.
habitat functions), the width of the buffer can be reduced if both of the following
criteria are met: o ' '

1) A relatively undisturbed, vegetated corridor at least 100-foet wide is protected
between the wetland and any other Priority Habitats as defined by the :
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (“relatively undisturbed”
and “vegetated corridor” are defined in questions H 2.1 and H 2.2.1 of the
Washington State Wetland Rating System Jor Western Washington — Revised, -

 (Hruby 2004b)). Priority Habitats in western Washington include: '

» ‘Wetlands -
Riparian zones
Aspen stands
Cliffs
Prairies =
‘Caves _
Stands of Oregon White Qak
Old-growth forests
Estuary/estuary-like
Marine/estuarine shorelines
Eelgrass meadows '
Talus slopes , L o
Urban natural open space (for current definitions of Priority
* Habitats, see hitp://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phshabs.htm) -

‘The corridor must be protected for the entire distance between the wetland
and the Priority Habitat by some type of legal protection such as a
conservation easement.

2) Measures to minimize the impabts of different land uses on wetlands, such as
the examples summarized in Table 8C-8, are applied.

* For wetlands that score less than 20 points for habitat, the buffer width can be
reduced to that required for moderate land-use impacts by applying measures to
minjmize the impacts of the proposed land uses (see examples in Table 8C-8).
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- Table 8C-8. Eiemples of measures to minimize impacts to wetlands from proposed
change in land use that have hlgh 1mpacts. {This is not a complete list of mMeasures. )

. P_arki'ng lots
»  Warchouses
s  Manufacturing
e Residential

» Direct lights away from wetland

Noise . Manufaetﬁﬁng
»  Residential

s Locate activity that generates noise away from
wetland

Toxic runoff* |-* Parkinglots ~~
"o Roads

»  Manufacturing
s Residential areas

Ky Appﬁcation of agricultural _

» Route all new, untreated runoff away from
wetland while ensuring wetland is not
dewatered

» Establish covenants limiting use of pesttmdes

within 150 ft of wetland

. . Apply integrated pest management

pesticides
, | e Landscaping
Stormwater » Parking lots -

| runoff - + Roads

e Manufacturing

» Residential areas
e - Commercial

¢ Landscaping

. Retroﬁt stormwater detention and treatment-
for roads and ex1stmg adjacent development

o Prevent channelized flow from lawns that
directly enters the buffer -

Change in » Impermeable surfaces
waterregime | « Lawns

¢ Infiltrate or treat, detain, and disperse into
buffer new runoff from impervious surfaces
and new lawns

» Tilling _
Petsand + Residential areas -« Use privaey fencing; plant dense vegetation to
human ‘ delineate.buffer edge and to discourage
disturbance disturbance using vegetation appropriate for
- the ecoregion; place weiland and its buffer in
& separate tract
Dust : e Tilled fields » Use best management practices to control dust

spemes are present at the site.

* These examples are not necessanly adequate tor mlmrn]zmg toxic runotl if threatened or endangered
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8C.24.2  Condition 2: Reductions in Buffer Widths Where Existing
Roads or Structures Lie Within the Buffer

Where a legally established, non-conforming use of the buffer exists {c.g., aroad or
structure that lies within the width of buffer recommended for that wetland), proposed

actions in the buffer may be permitted as long as they do not increase the degree of non-
. conformity. This means no increase in the impacts to the wetland from activities in the
buffer. ' ' '

For example, if a land use with high impacts (e.g., building an urban road) is being -
Jproposed next to a Category Il wetland with 2 moderate level of function for habitat, a
150-foot buffer would.be needed to protect functions (see Table 8C-6). If, however, an
existing urban road is already present and only. 50 feet from the edge of the Category II
wetland, the additional 100 feet of buffer may not be needed if the road is being widened.
A vegetated buffer on the other side of the road would not help buffer the existing _
impacts to theWeﬂand‘fro_m the road. If the existing road is resurfaced or widened (e.g., -
to add a sidewalk) along the upland cdge, without any further roadside development that -
would increase the degree of non-conformity, the additional buffer is not necessary. The
associated increase in impervious surface from widening a road, however, may © - =~
necessitate mitigation for impacts from: stormwater. - o L

If, however, the proposal is to build a new development (e.g., Shoppin_g center) along the. -
‘upland side of thie road, the impacts to the wetland and iis funicions may increase. This
would increase the degree of non-conformity. The project proponent would need to -

provide the additional 100 feet of buffer extending beyond the road or apply buffer

averaging (see Section 8C.2.6).

8C2.43  Condition 3: Reduction in Buffer Widths Through an -

- Individual Rural Stewardship Plan

A Rural Stewardship Plan (RSP) is the product of a collaborative effort between rural

- property owners and alocal government to tailor a management plan specific for a Tural
parcel of land. The goal of the RSP is better management of wetlands:than what would
be achieved through strict adherence to regulations. In exchange, the landowner gains
flexibility in the widths of buffers required, in clearing limits; and in other requirements
found in the regulations. For example, dense development in rural residential areas can

“be treated as having a low level of impact when the development of the site is managed
through a locally approved RSP. The voluntary agreement includes provisions for
restoration, maintenance, and long-term monitoring and specifies the widths of buffers
needed to protect each wetland within the RSP, ' o :
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- 8C.2. 5 Conditions for Increasmg the Width of, or Enhancmg,
~ the Buffer

8C.2.5. 1 Condltlon 1 Buffer is. Not Vegetated with Plants _ - _ 5
Appropriate for the Region _ L '

"The recommended widths for buffers are based on the assumption that the buffer is

vegetated with a native plant community approptiate for the ecoregion or with one that ‘ ;
- performs similar functions. If the existing buffer is unvegetated, sparsely vegetated, or ‘ C
“vegetated with invasive species that do not perform needed functions, the buffer should
either be planted to create the appropriate plant community or the buffer should be

widened t6 ensure that adequate fimnctions of the buffer are provided. Generally, _
improving the v’egetation will be more effective thah Widening the buffer. : L o

8C. 2'5’2 Condltlon 2 Buffer Has a Steep Slope

The review.of the literature (Volume 1) mdlcates that the effecuveness of buffers at
removing pollutants before they entér a wetland decreases as the slope increases. Ifa -
buffer is to be based on the score for its ability to improve water quality. (see Tables 8C-4
through 8C-7) rather than habitat or othet criteria, then the buffer should be increased by
50% if the slope is greater than 30% (a 3-foot rise for every 10 feet-of horizontal
distance).

SC_.Z.'S.'S: Candltlon 3: Buffer Is Used by Spec1es Sensitive to
Dlsturbance

If the wetland provides habltat for a species that is particularly sensitive to dlsturbance
{such as a threatened or endangered specws), the width of the buffer should be increased

‘to provide adequate protection for the spemes based on its particular; life-history needs.

A'._Some buffer requirements for priority spemes are available on the Washington State - -

. Department of Fish and Wildlife web page (hitp: /fwdfw.wa.gov/hab/phsrecs.htm). The
list of priority spemes for vertebrates is at hitp://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phsvert.htm; for
invertebrates it is at http://wdfw.wa.gov/hab/phsinvrthim. Information on the buffer
widths needed by some threatened, endangered and sensitive species of wildlife is
prov1ded in Appendix 8-H. :

-8C..2.6'BufferAveragin‘g R | o - |

The widths of buffers may be averaged if this will improve the protection of wetland
functions, or if it is the only way to allow for reasonable use of a parcel. There is no
scientific information available to determine if averaging the widths of buffers actually
protects functions of wetlands. The authors have concluded that averaging could be
al]owed n the following situations: ‘

1 reductlons in: buffers (llsted above)

ny ‘0_f=t:h'é;.i_;-ﬁtfh;_e'gff:-p.rovision's'.-fqr U :
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. Averagiﬁg to improve wetland protection may be permitted when_&of the
following conditions are met: * -+~ o -
- The wetland has significant differences in characteristics that affect its habitat
“functions, such as a wetland with a forested component adjacent to a degraded
emergent component or a “dual-rated” wetland with a Category I area
~ adjacent to a lower rated area ' o
— The buffer is increased adjacent to-the higher-finctioning area of habitat or
more sensitive portion of the wetland and decreased adjacent to the lower-
functioning or less sensitive portion , ' ' _ o
 — The total area of the buffer after averaging is equal to the area required
- without averaging o

— The buffer at its narrowest point is never less than 3/4 of the required width

* Averaging to allow reasonable use of a parcel may be.permitted when all of the
following are met: ' - : ' '
— There are no feasible alternatives to the site design that could be accomplished
without buffer averaging '
— . The averaged buffer will not result in degradation of the wetland’s functions
and values as demonstrated by a report from a qualified wetland professional
(see Appendix 8-G for a definition of a qualified wetland professional)

— The total buffer arca after averaging is equal to the area required without
averaging :

-= Thebuffer at its narrowest pOinf is never less than 3/4 of the required width

8C.2.7 Modifying Buffer Widths in Alternative 3 Using a
Graduated Scale for the Habitat Functions
(Alternative 3A)

Alternative 3 contains recommendations for protecting the habitat functions of wetlands
using only three groupings of scores {0-19, 20-28, 29-36). Asa result, a one-point
difference between 28 and 29 can result in a 150-foot increase in the width of a buffer
around a wetland. The habitat scores were divided into three groups to simplify the
regulations based on this guidance. This division is not based on a characterization of
risks since the scientific information indicates that the decrease in risk with increasing
widths of buffers is relatively continuous for habitat functions. - '

Such a largé increase in width with a one-point increase in the habitat score maybe

contentious. A jurisdiction may wish to reduce the increments in the widths for buffers -

by developing a more graduated (but inherently more complicated) scale based on the

scores for habitat. Table 8C-9 provides one example of a graduated scale for widths of

buffers where the width increases by 20 feet for every one point increase in the habitat
“score (Figure 8C-1 shows the buffer widths graphically). '
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Table 8C-9. Comparison of widths for buffers in Alternatives 3 (step-wise scale)
and 3A (graduated scale) for proposed land uses with high impacts based on the
score for habitat functions in western Washington '

Alieiﬁative 3

© Alternative 3A | 100 | 100 | 100 | 120 | 140'| 160 | 180 | 200 | 220 | 240 { 260 | 280 | 300 | 300 | 300

. —i Alternative 3A (graduated scale) ) .—i— Altemative 3 (step-wise scale)

Buffer Width (feet)

19200 2t 220723024 2% %6 C2r28 29 a0 GGG L

Score for habltat functlons from western Washmgton rating system

Figure 8C-1. Graphical comparison of widths for buffers in Alternative 3 and 3A for
proposed land uses with high lmpacts based on the score for habitat functions i in western
Washmgton

Wetlands in Washington State: . . Appendlx 8-C
Volume 2 — Protectmg and Managing Wet!ands . 14 _ Guidance on Buffers and Ratios — Western Washington:
o April 2005




-
-

Other scales are possible as long as they keep within the limits established from the
scientific information currently available: wetlands with scores for habitat that are higher
' than 31 points need buffers that are at least 300-feet wide; wetlands with a score of 26
points need buffers of at least 150° feet; and wetlands with a score 0f 22 pomts need
buffers that are at least 100-feet wide.

These buffer widths can be further reduced by 25 percent if a proposed project with high

-1mpacts implements the mitigation measures such as those described in Table 8C-8. The

measures are part of “Condition 1” in Section 8C.2:4 (Special Conditions for a Possible

Reduction in Buffer Widths). The bufter widths under Buffer Alternatives 3 and 3A, and _

the corresponding 25 percent reduction (per buffer reduction condition 1) are ShOWn in
~Table 8C-10 and represented graphlcally below in Figure SC~2

‘*Table 8C-10. Comparison of widths for buffers in Alternatlves 3 (step-wise scale)
and 3A (graduated scale) for proposed land uses with h]gh impacts based on the
score for habitat functions in western Washmgton if the lmpacts are mltlgated

'-.A“fa'(m?tt:lv@—’* 75 [110 1110 [110 (110 110 {110 [110 [110 {110 [225 225 {225 [225 |225 [225 {225 |2ds
mitigation of
impacts) _ ; B : ‘ _ _ 1 - b .
Alternative 3A |75 |75 |75 |90 [105 [120 [135 150 J165 {180 [195 210" [225 (225 225 ]225-[225 |225
. {with . : . s g
mitigation of
impacts)
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.-

—&— Altemative 3A {graduated scale)}

—a— Altemative 3. (step-wise scale)

—3— Alternative 3-A with mitig_atidn for impacts
. —A— Altemative 3 with mitigation for impacts

Buffor Width -(féei)

19 20 .21 2 2 24 25 26 20 28 29 2 .3 82 3 3 % 0w

" Scorefor habitat functions from westerit Washington rafing: system -

Figure 8C-2, .'Graph'i'cal comparison of widths for buffers in Alternatives 3 and 3A based on
tke score for habitat functions jn western Washington w1th and w:thout mltlgatmg lmpacts
_ of proposed development OutSldB the buffer. :
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